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phis & Charleston R. Co. v. Woods, 88 Ala. 630. However, where the wrong 
was done by the directors in control of the corporation, such a demand and 
refusal need not be shown in the bill nor proved. Brewer v. Boston Theater, 
104 Mass. 378; Rogers v. R. R. Co., 91 Fed. 299. 

Criminal Law — Attempt to Commit Suicide— Indictable Offense.— 
May v. Pennell, 64 Atl. 885 (Me.). — Held, that in the absence of an express 
statute, an attempt to commit suicide is not an indictable offense. 

This case comes nearer than any decision yet reported in this country 
directly deciding, on common law grounds, the interesting point involved. 
Aside from cases construing statutes, Commonwealth v. Dennis, 105 Mass. 
162, is the only other American case which has dealt with an attempt to com- 
mit suicide. That decision, in holding such an attempt not a punishable 
offense, based its reasoning on the fact that in Massachusetts the whole sub- 
ject of attempt had been regulated by statute and the common law impliedly 
repealed. While to some extent analogous to that case, the present decision 
goes further and virtually holds that, in the absence of a statute, an attempt 
to commit suicide is not punishable. This view is in conflict with what seems 
to be the English rule, for, while there have been no authoritative holdings, 
the two cases in which the question arose clearly enunciate the doctrine that 
a suicidal attempt is a misdemeanor. Reg. v. Burgess, 9 Cox C. C. 247 ; Reg. 
v. Doody, 6 Cox C. C. 463. So, also, the leading text writers have approved 
and adopted this view. Clark's Criminal Law, 196. A priori, it would seem, 
that, if suicide can be considered a crime, an attempt to commit that crime is 
punishable. At common law suicide was a crime. 4 Blackstone 190. And, 
although Blackburn v. State, 23 Ohio State 146, is authority to the contrary, 
recent decisions reiterate this view. Commonwealth v. Hicks, 118 Ky. 637; 
State v. Levelle, 34 S. C. 120. 

Criminal Law — Manslaughter — Negligence. — State v. Moore, 106 
Northwestern 16 (Ia.). — Held, that a conviction for manslaughter should 
be sustained on facts showing a reckless and negligent indifference to the 
safety of others, and it is also held that it was unnecessary for the state in 
order to support a conviction to prove that the deceased person was not 
guilty of contributory negligence. 

Criminal Law — Right of Murderer to Inherit from Victim. — 
McAllister v. Fair, 84 Pacific 112 (Kansas). — Held, that under a statute 
of Kansas, providing in clear terms that a husband shall inherit from his 
deceased wife, and making no exception to the rule, the court is not justified 
in reading into the statute a clause disinheriting a husband because he felo- 
niously killed his intestate wife for the purpose of acquiring her property. 

Divorce — Conviction of Crime — Effect of Pardon. — Halloway v. Hal- 
loway, 55 S. E. 191 (Ky.). — A statute provides that the conviction of a mar- 
ried person of an offense involving moral turpitude, followed by a sentence in 
the penitentiary for a term of two years or longer, gives to the other party 
to the marriage a right to a divorce. The defendant was convicted of such 
an offense, and, after serving five years in the penitentiary, was pardoned. 
After the pardon the other party to the marriage brought her bill for divorce. 
Held, that her right to a divorce was not affected by the pardon. 

This case is a direct ruling on a hitherto undecided point. The weight 
of authority upholds the general rule that an absolute pardon relieves the 
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person to whom it is granted from all consequential disabilities of judgment 
and restores him to his prior rights. Wood v. Fitzgerald, 3 Or. 568 ; State v. 
Foley, 15 Nev. 64. The only exception to this is that a full pardon cannot 
restore to the recipient any rights or interests which have become vested in 
others in consequence of the judgment. Ex parte Garland, 71 U. S. 333. 
From this some text writers have reasoned to the conclusion set forth by this 
case. Schouler's Husband and Wife, 554. 

Easements — Party Walls. — Jackson v. Bruns, 106 Northwestern i. — 
Held, that the owner of the second story of a building has no equitable right 
to compel the owner of the first story to keep the foundation and walls of the 
first story in repair for the purpose of furnishing continuing support to the 
second story in the absence of any express or implied contract on the part of 
the owner of the first story to do so. 

Evidence — Opinion Evidence— Qualification of Witness.— Manhat- 
tan Delivery Co. v. Simon, 98 N. Y. Supp. 844. — Held, it was error to per- 
mit a witness to testify as to the value of certain work done on garments, 
without having previously qualified himself as competent to so testify. 

Although opinions of witnesses are to be excluded except upon ques- 
tions of science and skill, as to which they have been specially educated, yet 
a witness may give estimates and opinions on questions of value. Willis v. 
McCarn, 33 Barber, 115. The general rule is to the contrary, however, and a 
witness must first qualify before he can testify as to opinion of value of cer- 
tain articles. Gregory v. Fichter, 14 N. Y. Supp. 891. Where an article has 
no market value, its value may be shown by opinions of witnesses properly 
informed as to things of a similar nature. Sullivan v. Lear, 23 Fla. 463. 
Opinions respecting value of property are incompetent when witnesses fail to 
show a sufficient general knowledge of the subject-matter, Haight v. Kimbark,. 
51 la. 13. But the objection cannot be urged where an opportunity for cross-* 
examination has been given. Klots v. James, 96 la. 1. 

Evidence— Regulations of Departments of Government— Judicial 
Notice.— State v. Southern Ry. Co., 54 S. E. 295 (N. C.).—Held, the 
courts will take judicial notice of the rules and regulations adopted by the 
United States Department of Agriculture, concerning cattle transportation, 
and applicable within the state. 

Courts should take judicial notice of what ought to be generally known 
within the limits of their jurisdiction. Gordon v. Tweedy, 74 Ala. 238. In 
the early cases there was a tendency to refuse to take judicial notice of the 
regulations of the executive departments. So in 1857, the courts of California 
refused to take judicial notice of the rules of department of the Interior 
Hensley v. Tarkey, 7 Cal. 288. Similarly in regard to regulations of Treas- 
ury Department. Moore v. Worthington, 63 Ky. 307. Now it is generally 
recognized that the rules and regulations of one of the departments of gov- 
ernment, established in accordance with statute, have the force of law, Gratiot 
v. U. S., 4 How. 80; and courts take judicial notice of them. Long v. 
Hanson, 72 Me. 104. Hence, the courts of Montana will take judicial notice 
of the rules and regulations of the Department of the Interior. U. S. v. Wil- 
liams, 6 Mont. 379. Federal courts take judicial notice of administrative reg- 
ulations of considerable notoriety, including the rules of Federal executive 
departments. Dominici v. U. S., 72 Fed. 46. 



